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PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND SOURCZ SEZLECTION
General

1. GENERAL

1.1 Introduction. Supplement 3 establishes the policy aad mechanisas Zor the
solicitation and evaluation of proposals as well as’ the requiresnents for
source selection in the contracting zactivities of the 3ur=au. The provisions
of this instruction are applicable to all competitively negotiated acguisi-
tions over $10 thousand, regardless of the contracting authority cited. These
procedures shall also be used for purposes of techmnical evaluation ia the
first step of two-stap acquisitious.

1.2 Policv. It is the policy of the 3Bureau to assure impartial, equitabla
and comprenensive evaluation of offers and selection of the source(s) whose
offer provides the graatest advantage to the Bureau aftar consideration of
performance, schedule, and cost. Program acquisitions exceeding the threshold
of $10 thousand will employ the Standard Source Selection proceduras in accor-
dance with the format of Illustratiom l.

Supp. 8, Release 1,
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PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND SOURCE SZLECTION
Definitioas

2. DEFINITIONS

2.1 Terms for Negotiatad Procurement. The <following acquisition tarms ars
defined, as follows: ’

A. '"Negotiated Procurements" are those made without the use of formal
advertising procedures. :

(1) "Request £for Proposals" (RFP) means tae method usad Sor
requesting proposals for negotiated procuresments bv the Bureau,

(2) "O0ffer"™ is a term normally used to identify the submission when
the acquisition is negotiated rather than advertised. Offers may consist of
two types of proposals——technical (a descriptiomn of substantivs and procedural
aspects) and cost (a provision of budget and cost data).

2.3 General Terms.

A. "Synopsis" means the publication of acquisition information in the
Commerce Business Daily (CBD) in abbreviated form for both formally advertised
and negotiated procurements.

- B. "Non-Competitive" is a term used to denotz solicitatiom of an offar
from a single source.

C. "Source Selection Plan" means the plan and schedule developed by the
initiator of the Acquisition Request (AR) that reflects the evaluation
criteria to be used for judzing the merits of a proposal. (See Illustration
1, Standard Procedures for Proposal Evaluation and Source Selection).

Supp. 83, Release 1,
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3. SOLICITATION PROVISIONS/PROCEDURES

3.1 Administrativs Considsrations. The RFP will be designed to minimize botn
Bureau and oiferor expense in counection with its preparatiom, rasponse, and
evaluation. Evaluation factors will be limited to those which arz esseantial
to the selection of the offeror most likely to satisfy the Bureau's require-
ments ian terms of cost, schedule, and performance. Generally, offerors shall
be required to submit cost/price information separately from techaizal por-
tions of provosals. Particular attsatiomn must be ziven to ensure that the
evaluation criteria contained ia the RFP do not in any way differ from those
contained in the Source Selection Plan. Any elaboration ia the RFP of the
Plan criteria must not result in a change of importance or addition or dele-
tion of criteria. It is the respounsibility of the Comntracting Officer to
ensure that the RFP couforms to the Source Selection ?lan evaluation critaria.
(See Illustration 1). The Contracting Officer- and -program specialist shall
ensure that criteria are reasomable. ‘ -

A. All proposals shall ounly be solicited by and then delivered to the
Coutracting Officer for recording and safekeeping. Proposals will not ba
received or opened by Bureau persomnel other than those assigned this respon=-
sibility by the Contracting Officer. The Contracting Officer is also respon-
sible for proper distribution of the proposals (including the -separation and
ratention of the cost portioms) when the time comes to evaluate proposals.

B. The Contracting Officer- will be the sole poiat of contact between
the offeror and the Bureau. Should it be necessary at amy time to obtain
additional information or presentations £from prospective contractors, the
Chairperson of the Contract Award Review Panel (CARP) will submit the specific
request to the Contracting Officer who, ia turm, will contact the offaror for
the required data. If this requirement generates the need for substantial new
information, it may be necessary to amend the RFP and raquest ravised propo=
sals. Therafore, all requests Ffor additional information must be processead
through the Contracting Officer to assure equal treatment of all offerors.
(See Supplement 6 of 19 BIAM, Communications with Contractors and P~ospec
Contractors).

C. Source selection shall be complated expeditiously. A lengthy evalu-
ation period creates problems, particularly with regard to the ability of tha
contractor to. hold prices and conditions firm for an extended period. Under
normal circumstances, the Bureau evaluation period should aot exceed 30 calen-
dar days. If complex acquisitions require longer to evaluat2, the tize-period
should be clearly identified ia the Source Selection Plan and the prospective

offerors advised of this fact in the solicitatiom. .

3,2 Conflict of Interest. The avoidance of counflict of employment or
financial inoterest, or the appearance theresof, is vital to the integrity of

Supp. 3, Release 1,
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PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND SQURCE SELECTION )
Solicitation Provisions/Proceduras

the source selection process. When the Standard Source Salection procedure
outlined in Illustration l is applicable, the participants shall sign a state-
ment to the effect that in the event a proposal is recasived from 2a fim in
whica they have amy holdiags or interest, of whatever natura and to wnatsaver
extent, they will withdraw from participation in the evaluation.

A. Non-Federal contractor personnel shall not be members of any
evaluation board or panel. Ia those specific limited instances whers the
Bureau does not have the requisite tachnical expertise available witain its
own agency, noa-Fedaral contractor personnel may be utilized in an advisory
capacity only. The advisory comtractor persomnel shall not rank or racommend
one proposal over another, assign any numerical scores, or otherwise act in a
decision-making capacity. They shall be strictly limited to raporting the
strong and weak points of each individual proposal arsa to which assigned.

(1) Yhenever it is plamned to use aon~Faderal contractor personnel
in such capacity, prospective offerors shall be advised in the RF? of the name
of the contractor and a writtan release consenting to the use of contractor
personnel will be obtained from the offerors as part of the proposal subais-
sion. In the event the RFP did not provide for this release and it is deter=-
mined after receipt of proposals that coantractor personnel ars required to
assist in the evaluation of the proposal, a written release from all offerors
will be obtained prior to the dissemination of any proposal iaformation to
the contractor personnel assisting in the evaluation.

(2) Technical specialists from other Federal agencies may bhe used -
as members.of evaluation boards or panels without rastrictions.

Supp. 8, Release 1,
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4, BASIS FOR PROPOSAL EVALTATION
4.1 General. Contracts will be awarded on the basis of naxizun advantage to
the B3ureau, cost or price and other factors considesred. Primary empnasis in
evaluating proposals will be placed on the analysis of the way each offeror
proposes to satisfy the RFP requirements, the costs associated with the
proposed efFort, and the raduction of such analysis to descriptive words aand
ohrases.

A, A numerical scoring svstem will be employed which will tramslate the
word descriptions into quantitative tarms. Scoring standaris for use ay
evaluators snall be established in advance of the rzleaszs of the RF?P and mad
part of the of the RFP and the Source Selection Plan. Uader no circumstancas
will proposals be opened for evaluation until the scoring standaris are part
of the Source Selection Plan. '

B. Explicit guidance will be provided for scoring proposals across the
entire range of acceptability. Scoring standards should also provida the
means for recognizing proposal effort that is clearly superior. Strict adher-
ence to such guidance is essential in order to provide the basis for ulti-
mately selecting the proposal which best serves the Buresau's interests. The
use of scoring standards will provide uniformity withia and between Bur=au
contracting activities. (See Illustration 2, . Scoring Techniques and
Standards).

4.2 Weighted Scores. All evaluation factors listed ia the RFP will be
assigned weignts. Cost may be excluded from welontinc in such cases with the
concurrence of the Contracting Officer; however, the evaluation of ceosts will
precede the establishment of the competitive rangs. The relationship of cost
factors to other evaluation criteria will be adjudicated to the satisfaction
of the Coatracting Officer in the recommendation and selaction for award.

A. The summation of weighted scoras will not be the sole basis for the
selection of a source. Such scores, however, may provide compelling supvort
for determination of competitive range or source selection. For that reason,
it is imperative that weighted scores reflect as accurately as possible the
substantive aspects of the proposals and their diffarences and that such
scores positively discriminate between proposals of significantly varving
merit, where such _1is sthe case. Emphasis is made that =2ach proposal is
evaluated against the RFP factors, not one proposal against another.

3. Evaluation f{indings and total weightad scores should identify
proposals in such a manner as to facilitate a proper datermination of compati-
tive range. Every effort should be made to emsurs that the evaluation process
not be reduced to a mere statistical computation.

Supp. 8, Release 1,
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4.3 Evaluation Results. Generally, evaluation results should categorize
proposals as:

A, Acceptable (i.e., acceptazble for discussion/aegotiation purjoses),

B, Capable of heing made acceptable (i.e., where deficiencies are such
that a reasonable amount of discussion may make the proposal acceptable), and

C. Unacceptable (i.e., not acceptable because deficiencies axist as to
pra2clude possibility of meaningful discussions and opportunity feor award). IS
a proposal is clearly unacceptable, a detailed rating is aot necessary.
dowever, a cogent and compraheasive statement addrsssiang the unacceptable
featuras is required and shall be sufficient.

4.4 Privileged Informatiom. After receipt of proposals but prior to award,
no information regarding the number or identity of the offarors participating -
in the negotiations shall be made available to the public or to anyone whose
official duties do not require such knowledge.

Supp. 8, Release 1,
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5., PERSONNEL QUALITICATIONS

5.1 General. Cars n=ust bde exercised ia the evaluation nrocess to avoid
circumstances which contributz to the establisament &£ an illegal parsonal
services relatiouship, especially ia acquisitions calling for engineeriag,
tachnical, or support services. Sincaz the resulting coatract must avoid
creating specific or even implied power in the 3Bureau to hirz or firs the
contractor’'s employees, the evaluation procass must give primary 2anmphasis to
the merits of the tachnical dissertation or zpproach. (See 19 BIAM Supplezment
30, Clarification and Control of Parsonal-vs-ionpersoaal Services).

5.2 Evaluation of gqualifications. ~The evaluation of resumes and other
personnel qualifications should be solely for the purpose of establishiag ths
offeror's understanding of the complexity and scope of the work raquirad aad
the nature of the personnel resources proposed for its accomplishment. Thesa
factors then influence the degree of acceptability of the offeror's proposal.
(See further 19 BIAM Supplement 18, Use and Coutrol of Coasultiag and Manage-
ment Servicas aad Studieas).

Supp. 3, Release 1,
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6. COMPETITIVE RANGE
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.1l Generali. Written or oral discussions may be conductaed with all rasgoa-
sible oiferors who submit proposals within the competitive rangs. However, i
discussions are held with ome offeror, all others in the competitiva rangs
must also be contacted.

A, The competitive range shall be determined on the basis of price or
cost, tachnical, and other salient factors and shall include all oroposals
that have a r2asonable chance of being salectad for award. A proposal is
within the competitive range unless so technically iafarior or out-of-liae in
Price that meaningful negotiations are precluded. Cost or price as well as
technical factors must be considerad in determination of the competitive
range. A pradetermined, score should unot be used as a basis for detsrminiag
whether proposals are within the competitive range. Gemerally, all proposals
evaluated as acceptable will be initlally cousidered to be in the competitive
range. Borderline proposals should be considered on a caae-bv-case basis for
lnclualon or exclusion. .

B. ' The dinitial aumber of proposals coasiderad- as beiag within the
competitive range may be reduced when, as a result of written or oral discus-
sions, a proposal has been determined to no longer have a r=asonaola chance of
being selected for award. All determinations of competitive range are made by
the Contracting Officer in consultation with the Cont:ac; Award Review Panel
(CARP). (See Illustration 1, item 3).

6.2 Notification to Comtractors. It is the policy of the Bureau to notify
offerors not in the competitive ramge that they are no longer being considarad
for award as soon as possible so that the unsuccessful offarors will not iacur
costs umnecessarily. Such unotification shall be made by the Contracting
Officer as soon as possible after the determination of competitive raage is
made (usually within thirty days). If requested, aebr*erlngs will be zfforded
those sources not selected after the award has been made. (See 41 CFR
§1-3.103).

Supp. 8, Release 1, .
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7. ADMINISTRATIVE aCTIONS

7.1 General. Throughout the acgquisition process, the Contractiag Officar is
responsible for all inquiries and follow-up actions regardiag the s:iatus of
approval of wvarious contractual documents such as Determinations znd Findings

(D & F), and RFP.

7.2 Rignt of doneal. The Assistant Secretary - Iadian ASfairs, as the ZHead
of the Acquisition activity, is the senior countracting official of the Burazu
and the source of contracting authority of individuals desiznated and
warranted as its Contracting Officers. The provisions of this Supplemen:
provide for the orderly execution of such delegated rasponsibilities ia com-
nection with proposal evaluation, source selection, and related mattars. Yo
provision of this instruction shall be interpreted as denying the right of
appeal from a decision of the Contracting Officer, or comncurred in by him/her,
to the Comptroller General for ultimate resolutioa. -

Supp. 3, Release 1,
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J.S. Departzmeat of th 2
Buraau of Iadian Affairs

STANDARD PRCCEDURES FOR PROPOSAL EVALUATION
AND SQURCE SZLECTION 2LAd

l. General. Proposal evaluation and sourcze selection for acquisitions will
be conductad ia accordance with the general procedures and guidelines waich
follow. All acquisitions will be conducted in accordance with the policies
and principles of Supplement 3 (Proposal Zvaluation and Source Salaction), the
Federal and Iatarior Procurament Regulztions, and other appliczable directivas
and regulations. The documentation developed during the evaluation Drocass
will be adequate to both support the action takan and to debrisf unsuccessful
offerors.

2. Source Selection Plan. The initiator of the Acquisition Reguest (AR)
shall furnish to the Contracting Officer for approval a proposed Source Selec-
tion ?Plan no later than the time of the ralease of the AR. The proposed
Source Selection ?Plan should be coordisated with the Contracting Officer
before its formal submission. It may be a part of the AR. The Plan shall
contain the following information as a minimum: '

A. A listing of the proposed evaluation criteria ranked ia order of
importance. Criteria should include technical. approach, management, »rior
experiance, and cost.

.

B. A brief narrative description of each of the evaluation critaria.

c. Any critical areas which, of and by themsalves, could make an offer
unacceptable.

D. Proposed milestone plan for aveats leadiag to award with da:
normally based on days after receipt of the AR in the Countract Offica. Samp
milestones arz2 listed ia Illustration 3.

The proposed Plan may be forwarded to the Coutracting Officer as part of the
AR or forwarded in a separate eavelope. The Contracting Officer shall raview
the proposed Plan to assure its adequacy for the purpose of establishing
evaluation criteria in the RF? and evaluating the rasponses taerats. Quas-
tions concerning the proposai ?lam will be resolved through coordination with
the initiator. The provosed Plan shall be established as the Source Salaction
?lan upon written approval of the Contracting Officer. '

3. "Contract Award Review Panel. The Contracting Officer will estz2blish a
Contract Award Review Panel (CARP) to reviaw and evaluate the technical propo-
sals. The CARP shall be chairad by th2 cognizant technical specialist or

Supp. 8, Release 1,
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2sizaee snd shzll be composed of p sonnel agraed to iz ¢oasultation wizh tha
initiating activity, the Chairperso and the Contracting O0fficer

position may vary, depending on the conolax1tv and mag 11t;de of the 2ropcsed
contract. The CARP or, as a nainimum, the Chairperson of the CaAR?, shall
raview the RFP? prior to its issuance.

4, Evaluation of Cost Provosals. Cost vs. performanca tradeoffs arz essen-
tial elements of cost and pnrice analysis and, as such, the zvaluatioan of cost
proposals regquires the participation of competant tachnical parsonnel. Subse-
quent to tae complation of the evaluation of technical proposals, ths CiXP
shall be called on by the Contracting Officer to assist in the evaluztion of
cost proposals.

5. Competitive Range. After reviewing the proposals, evaluating them
aga:.nst the evaluation criteria and applyiag the criteria weights, the CARP
snall document the results of the evaluation and make a racommendation as to
those offerors with whom technical discussioas and/or cost/price negotiations
should be couducted by the Contracting Officer. Discussions s"zould be con-
ducted with all offerors who are in the competitive range. The documentation
shall be submitted to the Bureau person raspoasible for tae tachnical aspects
of the acquisition. That individual shall revisw the results and rzcommenda-
tions, comment thereon, and forward them to the Contracting Officer Zfor
further actiom. ' '

6. Recommendation for Award. At the conclusion of discussions and negzotia-
tions, the Contracting Officer shall request each .prospective countracter
within the competitive range to submit a "Best and Final Offer" to the 3ursaau.
The CARP shall then be furnished with any ravised proposals and cost/3rice
information which may be submitted in rasponse to a raquast for "Best and
Final Offers." The panel shall review the revised information and shall
prepara a Recommendation for Award. The Recommendation for Award and support-
ing rationale shall be submitted to the Bureau pesrson responsible for the
tachnical aspects of the acquisition for raview, comment, and approval. Sc(he)
will endorse the Racommendation for Award and forward it to the Contracting
Officer. The Contracting Officer's actiomn on the Recommendation for aAward
will be clear and unequivocal and it shall be made part of the orfficial
contract record. If the Contracting Officer does not concur with the Recom-
aendation for Award, the matter will be discussed with the cognizaat program
official to_resolve the issues. The matter may then be raferrad o the
Assistant aecretarv - Indian Affairs for resolution. Wo contract shall be
antered iato unless all applicable rasquirsments of law and ragulations have
bean.met and all other applicabla procedures have been followed.

7. Failure to Reach Agreement. If the CARP is unable to reach agraement
upon, or to make 2 determination about, any of the offerors in the ccmpetitiva
range or the Recommentation for Award, the mattar shall be E=r..ad to the

Supp. 8, Release 1,
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3ur2au perso

n rasponsible for the tachnical aspects of the zcguisition and zhe
Contracting 0ffic '

for resolution.

spo
cer

8. Contractinz Officer's suthoritv. To ensurz complianca V““n all raq

of these standard procedures shall be construed as limitiag the authorit
responsibilities of the Coutracting Officer.

EW Tha Contracting Officer is the omly Burnau official authorized by
law to make the final award decision. Under the law, the cutractlnc Officar
assumes raspoasibility for the contractual a5‘eement. This is necessarv to
‘assura tﬁat only warrantad Bureau represeatatives havinz the requisita uthor-
ity make commitments on behalr of the Buresu. (Sze Supplements 1 and 35 of
19 BIAM).

<
.

ic
”~
-

B. In this legal and coutractual capacity, the Contracting Officer must
make use of all available resourcas in reachinz a decision to commit the
Bureau., To this extent, this source selection procedurs is but one meaas of
assuring that the maximum resources of the Buraau arz employed in arriving at
a fair and reasonable decision. The Contracting Officer retains the regula-
tory power to seek administrative advice, but the Contracting O0fficsr must be
careful to ensure that the ultimate decision is =morz than a mersz endorsement
.of some other official's recommendation. Moreover, that decision must b=
basad on an adequate statement of facts and reasoning, as well as on other
 mandatory considerations imposed by law or regulation. '

C. \Unless thers is evidence of irregularity or llleoaILtv ia t&n selec~-
tion process used by the CARP, it is expected that the Contracting Officer
will accept the selection de-ision of the CAR? -— provided that thera arz 20
legal or contractual prohibitions against the award to the selectad contrac-
tor(s) and that the determination is properly supported by appropriata
documentation.

Supp. 8, Releases 1,
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SCORING TECENIQUES aAND.STANDAS DS

1. Detailed evaluation of proposals will be made by individual evaluators
serving on the Coutract Award Review Panel (CARP). The CARP will considar the
merits of specific portions of each proposal against the established critaria.
Primary emphasis in evaluating proposals will be on the analysis of the wav
2zch ofisror proposes to satisfy the 2RF? raquirsmeats, and the reduction of
-such analysis to descriptive words and phrases. The initial svaluation of
proposals by CARP will not consider price/cost z2lements. This aspsct is to be
considarad only after technical evaluations are complatad.

The numerical scoring system detailed herswith 1s used as a techuique to
translate the word descriptions into quantitative tarms. Guidance is provided
for scoring proposals  across the eutirs range of acceptability. Scoring
standards also provide the means for recogunizing proposal effort -that is
clearly superior. Since adherence to such guidance is essential in order to
provide the basis for ultimataly selecting the proposal which best sarves the
Bureau's interests, scoring standards have been established which provide the
same general set of values for all evaluators Bureauwide. The obiectives of
usiang these standards are to promote uniformity in evaluation and to aid ia
comparison and understanding of evaluation results of one Panel compared to
anotiher Panel, regardless of the contracting activity location.

The general standards (A,B,C,D,Z) that fallov ars basic elements that describe
a numerical score. Program specialists - ia developing the standards
criteria -— would provide subsections (e.g., a,, A,, A,, etc.) for each cate-
gorical range of scores. These criteria would describe and support the con-
ceptual general standards for each category and would be specific to the aeed
of the program and the acquisition effaort.

2. The following general standards for scoring are =astablished for this
evaluation.

A.  SCORE 81 to 100Z - EXCELLENT. A verv conviacing demonstration that
the Bureau's requiresments are met oy the offaror’'s display of the haighest
lavels of innova*ion, technical competence, and managerial ability. The
proposal fully and completely meets the expectations of the Bureau aad sers
forth plans, approaches, and analyses which show a high arobaoi;z:v of meeting
the Bureau's requir ments.

B. SCORE 61 to 30% - G0OD. Analyses, approaches, and olanning

nsiderations demoanstrate that the offeror is able to iaterpret reguirenents

and project them into plans/analyses, etc., in 3 clear, councise mz2aner. The
offe

&'

ror demonstrates an acute awarsness of the subtle iateractions which

w0
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Illustrzzion 2

Page 2 5L 2 ozzes
inilu2ngcz sys*tem dasign. The tachnical zand »lanning =2Iforts show stronz
promise of meeting the 3ur=2u's raquirsments.

C. SCORE 21 to 50% - FaAIR, ?lans, approaches, studias, etco., T2
providsad to the extant raquestad, and the key or pivatzl poiats raissad by the
applicable evaluation factors hava been satisfactorily cowvarad ia tha
proposal. The offeror has prasentad an ordarly plan to meet the stztad
raquirements, but the proposal doas not unecessarily dsmonstrate anv excep-
tional features, innovations, analysss, or original:t* Tne tachnical
analyses satisfactorily meet requirements and are techaically corracct.

D. SCORE 21 to 40% - POOR. The proposal indicatas a shzllow or less
than full understanding of the problem. The technical analvses nme2t the

requirsnents and are technically corract,
a reasonabla probability of performing
risky.

T\

.

b4

E. SCORE 0 to 207% -
stated in the RFP.

ACCEPTABLE.

Su

&

p. 3, Raleasa 1,
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but the offaror f2ils to demonstratsa
e desired or the approach is

-
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U.S. Departnant oL the Iatarior
Bur2au of Iadian Affaics

SAMPLE MILESTONE

1. aApproval of Source Selection ?lan (SSP).
2. Releasa of AR from initiating office.
3. Receipt of AR by Contracting Jfficer.
4, Review of RFP by CARP.

5. Issue RFP.

6. Receipt of Proposals.

7. Evaluation by CARP completed.

S. CARP Recommendation of Competitive Range to Technical Specialist.

9. Competitive Range Recommendation to Coutracting Officer.

10. Contracting Officer Determination of Competitive Range.

11. Diséussions complated.

12, Receipt of "Best and Final Offesr” (3&FQ).

13. Evaluation of B&FO completed by CaRP.

14, Recommendation for'Award to Technical Specialist.

15. Recommendation for Award to Contracting Ofiicer.

16. Contracting Officer salection for award. -

17. Memorandum of Desigmation for Comtracting Officer's Representativs {(CR).
18. Final negotiationms.

‘ 19. . Contract award.

20. Update of coantract file.
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